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In this study a comparative analysis of the Rural Development Plans (RDPs) in four inter-
mediate rural regions (Northern Netherlands, Lower Saxony, Wales and Emilia Romagna) 
and four most urban regions (Southe rn Netherlands, North Rhine-Westphalia, Flanders and 
Lombardia) is made. Such plans are designed in the scope of the second pillar of the 
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). In particular, the focus was on the question whether 
the menu approach of the second pillar enables EU member states and regions to design 
Rural Development Plans with a tailor-made set of measures which address their specific 
rural development needs. 
 The findings of this study suggest that the current menu of rural development meas-
ures is sufficient to suit the wide range of socio-economic, ecological and physical 
circumstances in the EU regions. The analysis also revealed that there is some overlap be-
tween the three rural development priorities of the second pillar. Therefore, an outline of 
future rural development priorities and measures in the EU is designed, in which it is at-
tempted to avoid overlap between the various rural development priorities and in which 
each measure contributes to the achievement of one development priority only. In addition, 
it is proposed that regions would select only those measures in their Rural Development 
Plan which really address the rural development needs in their region, even if this results in 
a Rural Development Plan with only one or two rural development measures. Such an ap-
proach of selecting rural development measures according to regional needs will result in a 
large variation in rural development measures implemented and may be considered re-
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Working with the Ministry of Agriculture, Nature Management and Fisheries in the north-
ern parts of the Netherlands, one may wonder whether such regions would benefit from a 
more different iated mode of Rural Development Plan. The Northern Netherlands definitely 
are different from the highly urbanized central and western parts of the Netherlands. They 
harbour quite a significant proportion of the nation's arable agriculture as well as animal 
husbandry, mostly of a land bound type. The population density is comparatively low and 
at least one quarter of the population here still lives in villages of around 2,500 inhabitants. 
These rural areas are rich in terms of landscape and nature values and as a matter of course 
attract visitors from elsewhere for their recreation.  
 In being one of the last of such areas of outstanding scenic and historical beauty and 
relatively semi-natural landscapes characterized by a comparatively high biodiversity, calm 
and quiet, stocks of clean drinking water, the more urbanized parts of the Netherlands are 
laying all kinds of claims on the Northern Netherlands. In terms of accessibility for leisure 
and tourism, but also in terms of designating quite a bit of its territory to be protected for 
one or another reason e.g. Birds and Habitat Directives, national parks, nature reserves, ar-
eas of outstanding scenic beauty, mo numents and environmental protection areas. In such 
areas, farmers are expected to contribute to the production and sound management of these 
environmental public goods. They are expected to perform well in this respect over and 
above the average 'agricultural good practice'. 
 Starting from the idea that this may call for an appropriate package of rural develop-
ment policy measures we decided to study a number of rural areas across Europe, some of 
which are in a rather similar 'intermediate' sort of situatio n like the Northern Netherlands, 
and others located in a rather more 'urban' sphere of influence. The underlying assumption 
being that such an analysis might demonstrate indeed that such areas would benefit from 
more tailor-made policy frameworks for their development. And this at a period that the 
mid-term review of the rural development and agricultural policies of the European Union 
is under way. Perhaps this would provide for allies across Europe to jointly argue for the 
introduction of rather more regionally differentiated forms of rural development policies at 
a European Union level. 
 Last but not least, this in an epoch that we are about to enlarge the European Union, 
extending it into Central Europe. The range of differences between regions in terms of eco-
logical, physical, climatic, economic, demographic and cultural conditions will become 
very wide indeed. Taking these differences serious may well call for a rather flexible rural 
development policy capable of meeting the specific needs of a particular region. This pol-
icy framework, possibly in a menu form, would have to address the specific needs and 
qualities characteristic of such a wide range of different rural regions. In other words: a 
European policy framework capable of celebrating unity in diversity! 
 In order to study whether particular regions do find themselves in corresponding 
situations and would benefit from such rather more appropriate rural development policies 
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adapted to their specific needs, we invited the national Agricultural Economics Research 
Institute LEI to undertake this study. Its findings certainly make interesting reading now 
that the discussion on the future of the CAP is in full swing. We hope it may make its con-
tribution to this on-going dialogue between the member states of the EU. Towards this end 
it provides some interesting insights and raises pertinent questions. 
 Last, but not least, we wish to thank the researchers for the tenacious work they 
undertook in carrying out this study, most notably Dr. Ida Terluin and Drs. Gabe Venema. 
We are also indebted to Drs. Geerte Cotteleer, Dr. Aris Gaaff and Ir. Piet Rijk for their 
help in the case study analysis, to Frans Godeschalk for processing data, and to Tessa van 
Dongen for the layout of this report. For their contributions as members of the advisory 
committee overseeing the research, we wish to thank my colleagues in the Ministry of Ag-
riculture, Nature Management and Fisheries, Ir. Alberthe Papma, Drs. Corné van Alphen, 
Ir. Nico Beun, Drs. Henk Riphagen and Drs. Koos van Wissen.  
     
     
      
Prof. Dr. L.C. Zachariasse  Ir. Kees Nieuwerth MPhil 
Director General LEI B.V.  Ministry of Agriculture, Nature Management 
    and Fisheries 
    Directorate Northern Netherlands 
    Chairman Research Advisory Committee 
 







Objective of this study 
 
This report presents a comparative analysis of the socio-economic situation and the Rural 
Development Plans (RDPs) of eight regions in the EU: four intermediate rural regions 
(Northern Netherlands, Lower Saxony, Wales and Emilia Romagna) and four most urban 
regions (Southern Netherlands, North Rhine-Westphalia, Flanders and Lombardia). Rural 
Development Plans are designed in the scope of the second pillar of the Common Agricul-
tural Policy (CAP). In particular, the focus is on the question whether the menu approach 
of the second pillar enables EU member states and regions to design Rural Development 
Plans with a tailor-made set of measures which address their specific rural development 
needs. Based on the comparative analysis of the eight case study regions, recommendations 
for a future common rural development policy are formulated suiting the specific needs of 
the different types of regions in the EU.  
 
Selection of case study regions 
 
In this study, we used a regional division of EU 15 into 108 regions. First, we classified 
these regions according to population density into three groups: most rural regions, inter-
mediate rural regions and most urban regions. In this typology, Northern Netherlands is 
classified as an intermediate rural region, whereas the other three regions in the Nethe r-
lands (East, West and South) are classified as most urban regions. Second, we identified 
three intermediate rural regions - well-distributed across Europe - which have more or less 
the same socio-economic characteristics as the Northern Netherlands: Lower Saxony, 
Wales and Emilia Romagna. In the same way, we also identified three most urban regions, 
which have more or less the same socio-economic characteristics as the Southern Nether-
lands: North Rhine-Westphalia, Flanders and Lombardia. Together, these eight regions 
form our set of case studies. The four intermediate rural regions have in common that they 
experience pressure of adjacent urban regions, which claim space for recreation, nature, 
housing etc., whereas the group of most urban regions are characterized by a high 
population density and increasing pressure from intensive agricultural production, which 
negatively affects the quality of environment, water, nature and landscape in these regions. 
 
Comparative analysis of case studies in the four intermediate rural regions 
 
The key priorities for action in the Rural Development Plans (RDPs) in each of the four 
intermediate rural regions coincide with those announced in Agenda 2000: (1) strengthe n-
ing the agricultural and forestry sectors; (2) improving the competitiveness of rural areas; 
and (3) preserving the environment and rural heritage. The emphasis in the expend iture in 
all four RPDs is on the priority of preserving the environment and rural heritage. In Wales, 
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this is an absolute top priority, absorbing over 90% of the financial means, in Northern 
Netherlands 72% of the RDP public budget is reserved for this priority, in Lower Saxony 
51% and in Emilia Romagna 46%. Especia lly in Lower Saxony and Emilia Romagna, a 
considerable part of the money is also reserved for the priorities of strengthening the agr i-
cultural and forestry sectors and improving the competitiveness of rural areas. Our analysis 
of the socio-economic situation in the four intermediate rural regions revealed that these 
regions face difficulties with regard to the preservation of the environment and the com-
petitiveness of some rural parts. However, given the relatively sound situation of the 
agricultural structure, some doubts can be raised about the identification of strengthening 
the agr icultural and forestry sectors as development priority in the RDPs. 
 In order to achieve the development priorities of the RDP, regions can use a menu of 
22 rural development measures, listed (a) to (v) according to Regulation (EC) No. 1750/99. 
It appears that the differences in the planned measures in order to realize the priorities of 
strengthening the agricultural and forestry sectors and of improving the competitiveness of 
rural areas are not very large between the RDPs of the four regions. However, this is not 
the case for achieving the priority of preserving the environment and rural heritage. In 
Wales and Emilia Romagna, measures planned under this priority refer mainly to compen-
sations in less favoured areas (LFA) (e) and agri-environmental measures (f). Although in 
the Northern Netherlands and Lower Saxony these two measures are also intended to 
achieve the priority of preserving the environment and rural heritage, in these two regions 
a number of measures under article 33 play a major role in this priority as well. In the 
Northern Netherlands, an important measure in this respect is reparcelling (k), in particular 
the purchase of agricultural land for conversion into nature and recreation area, agricultural 
water resource management (q) and protection of the environment in connection with agr i-
culture (t). In the RDP of Lower Saxony, important measures in achieving the priority of 
preserving the environment and rural heritage are coastal protection and inland flood pre-
vention by means of dyke-reinforcements and improvements (u) and to a lesser extent 
reparcelling (k). 
 
Comparative analysis of case studies in the four most urban regions 
 
On the whole, the results of the analysis of the RDPs in the four most urban regions do not 
differ largely from those of the analysis in the intermediate rural regions. The four most 
urban regions all identified the same rural development priorities: (1) strengthening the ag-
ricultural and forestry sectors; (2) improving the competitiveness of rural areas; and (3) 
preserving the environment and rural heritage. However, in contrast to the RDPs in the in-
termediate rural regions, the priority of preserving the environment and rural heritage does 
not always absorb the largest part of the financial means. In the Southern Netherlands it 
can be said to be a top priority, as about 70% of the RDP budget is reserved for it. In North 
Rhine-Westphalia just over 50% of the RDP budget will be used for this priority of pre-
serving the environment and rural heritage, in Lombardia 45% and in Flanders 23%. In this 
last region, a substantial part of the RDP budget is reserved for the priority of strengthen-
ing the agricultural and forestry sectors. In all four regions, the share of the priority of 
improving the competitiveness of rural areas in the RDP budget is moderate, varying from 
0.1% in Flanders to 13% in the Southern Netherlands. In order to achieve the priority of 
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preserving the environment and rural heritage, all four regions intend to implement com-
pensations in LFA (e) and agri-environmental measures (f). In the Southern Netherlands, 
North Rhine-Westphalia and Flanders, a number of measures under article 33 play a major 
role towards achieving this priority as well. In all three regions, measures on protection of 
the environment in connection with agriculture (t) are intended. In addition, in the South-
ern Netherlands and North Rhine-Westphalia reparcelling (k) is also an important measure 
for achieving the priority of preserving the environment and rural heritage. Finally, in the 
RPD of the Southern Netherlands agricultural water resource management (q) is also in-
cluded under this priority.  
 Despite the menu approach in the Rural Development Regulation, it appears that in 
the Rural Development Plans of our case study regions a rather large number of measures 
is implemented in each case. Although we found from our analysis of the socio-economic 
situation in the case study regions that strengthening of the agricultural and forestry sectors 
can not be said to be a real rural development priority, all case study regions included 
measures to achieve this aim. In a sense, the implementation of a wide range of measures 
aimed at various priorities in the RDP, involves a risk to fragment financial resources and 
may result in relieving the rural needs of a region insufficiently. Therefore, in order to suit 
measures to the region's rural development needs properly, it should be considered to use 
the menu approach in such a way that one's plate is not overloaded with all kinds of differ-
ent food, but that the plate will only be filled with ingredients according to the regional 
diet. 
 
Outline of future rural development priorities and measures in the EU  
 
In the Rural Development Regulation (Regulation (EC) No. 1257/99) it is not indicated 
which specific measures should be used to achieve each of the three rural development pri-
orities. From the analysis of the RDPs in the eight case study regions it appears that the 
measures a (investments in agricultural holdings), h (afforestation of agricultural land) and 
i (other forestry measures) are usually implemented to contribute to the rural development 
priority of strengthening the agricultural and forestry sectors, whereas measures e (less fa-
voured areas and areas with environmental restrictions) and f (agri-environment) are in all 
case study regions used to achieve the rural development priority of preserving the envi-
ronment and rural heritage. On the other hand, measures (m)-(u) - all part of article 33 of 
the Rural Development Regulation (promoting the adaptation and development of rural ar-
eas) – are implemented in the case study regions for the realization of different rural 
development priorities. These findings suggest that it is not always clear which measures 
contribute to the achievement of which development priorities. Moreover, it appears that 
the three rural development priorities are formulated in such a way that they are not mutu-
ally exclusive, but that some overlap exists. For example, both the priority on 
strengthening the agricultural and forestry sectors and the priority on preserving the envi-
ronment and rural heritage may contribute to the priority on strengthening the 
competitiveness of rural areas at the same time. In the assessment of the implementation 
and impact of the second pillar policies in the case study regions, this gives rise to some in-
transparency. One may well wonder whether such intransparency could be avoided by a 
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reformulation of rural development priorities and measures in such a way, that overlap no 
longer occurs. 
 For the purpose of reformulating the rural development priorities, we give a design 
of supply and demand in the rural economy (Fig. 1). The mix of producers, products and 
consumers in the rural economy - which are indicated in the figure - differs among regions 
in the EU. Given this outline of the rural economy, for transparency's sake we think it is 
useful to link development priorities to each of the relationships between supplier and 
product distinguished in Figure 1, and to formulate the five following mutually excluding 
rural development priorities: 
a. strengthening sustainable production of agricultural and forest products (i.e. food-
stuffs, feed and forest products); 
b. stimulating the production of landscape and nature and sound environmental man-
agement by farmers; 
c. encouraging agrotourism and other non-agricultural activities on farm; 
d. enhancing the production of landscape and nature and sound environmental man-
agement by nature conservation organizations (including improvement of the 
conditions of landscape and nature); 
e. consolidating economic activities of the industrial and services sectors in rural areas. 
 
 It should be noted that these five development priorities are not new, but a reformula-
tion of the three rural development priorities of Agenda 2000 only. This also implies that 
the rural development priorities address a sectorial and a territorial function simultane-
ously, as may be distinguished in the current second pillar as well. The first three 
development priorities are directed at the agricultural sector, and as such, they may be 
characterized as sectorial policy: rural development policy coincides with agricultural pol-
icy. On the other hand, development priority (e) is concerned with the industrial and 
services sector, which means that in this case rural development policy may be considered 
territorial policy. Priority (d) on enhancing the production of landscape and nature by na-
ture conservation organizations may be seen both in terms of sectorial or territorial 
policies, depending on whether these nature conservation organizations are considered as 
part of the agricultural sector or as a part of the services sector. 
 As a next step, we suggest for each of our five distinguished rural development pri-
orities a set of rural development measures which can be implemented to achieve them. On 
the whole, our suggested set of rural development measures does not differ substantially 
from the current menu of 22 rural development measures. This is because our analysis of 
the 22 RDR measures did not result in the identification of main gaps in the menu of mea-
sures. Hence, we do not propose to extend the current menu of RDR measures, with the 
exception of the introduction of a new measure on a further strengthening of quality assu-
rance and certification schemes, so as to anticipate the proposals in the Mid-Term Review. 
In addition, we propose to skip measure (t) on the protection of the environment in 







Figure 1 Supply and demand in the rural economy 
 
 
storing agricultural production potential damaged by natural disasters, and to include 
measures (j) and (v) into other RDR measures. Finally, in order to prevent the situation that 
a RDR measure may contribute to more than one rural development priority, we think it 
may be useful to split some RDR measures into more specific measures, contributing just 
to one rural development priority. This would increase the transparency in the relationship 
of RDR measures and rural development priorities. This is proposed more specifically for 
measures (i) on other forestry measures, (k) on reparcelling and (q) on agricultural water 
resources management. 
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Towards regional differentiation of rural development policy in the EU 
 
The menu of rural development measures suggested in this study is rather extensive in or-
der to suit the wide range of socio-economic, ecological and physical circumstances in the 
EU regions. However, this long list does not imply that regions need to include all these 
measures in their rural development plans. On the contrary, we propose that regions would 
select only those measures in their rural development plan which really address the rural 
development needs in their region, even if this results in a rural development plan with 
only one or two rural development measures. Such an approach of selecting rural deve-
lopment measures according to regional needs will result in a large variation in rural 
development measures implemented and may be considered regional differentiation of EU 
rural development policy. Such an approach also requires a flexible attitude of the EU 







Doel van het onderzoek 
 
In dit rapport wordt een vergelijkende analyse gemaakt van de sociaal-economische 
situatie en de plattelandsontwikkelingsplannen (POP’s) in acht regio’s in de EU: vier 
intermediaire rurale regio’s (Noord-Nederland, Niedersachsen, Wales en Emilia Romagna) 
en vier meest urbane regio’s (Zuid-Nederland, Nordrhein-Westfalen, Vlaanderen en 
Lombardije). Plattelandsontwikkelingsplannen worden opgesteld in het kader van de 
tweede pijler van het Gemeenschappelijk Landbouwbeleid (GLB). In het bijzonder is de 
aandacht gericht op de vraag of het huidige menu van maatregelen van de tweede pijler 
voldoende ruimte biedt aan EU-lidstaten en regio’s om plattelandsontwikkelingsplannen te 
maken die toegesneden zijn op hun specifieke plattelandsontwikkelingsproblemen. Op ba-
sis van de vergelijkende analyse in de acht case-studiegebieden worden aanbevelingen 
gedaan voor de inrichting van het toekomstig EU-plattelandsbeleid, waarbij rekening 
wordt gehouden met de uiteenlopende plattelandsproblemen in de verschillende regio’s in 
de EU.  
 
Selectie van regio's voor case-studies 
 
In deze analyse hebben we een regionale indeling van de EU-15 in 108 regio’s gebruikt. 
Deze regio’s hebben we eerst ingedeeld in drie groepen op basis van de 
bevolkingsdichtheid: meest rurale regio’s, intermediaire rurale regio’s en meest urbane 
regio’s. Noord-Nederland is volgens deze indeling een intermediaire rurale regio terwijl de 
overige delen van Nederland (Oost, West en Zuid) als meest urbane regio’s zijn 
geclassificeerd. Vervolgens hebben we drie intermediaire rurale regio’s geselecteerd die 
min of meer dezelfde sociaal-economische kenmerken hebben als Noord-Nederland en die 
redelijk verspreid liggen over Europa: Niedersachsen, Wales en Emilia Romagna. Op 
dezelfde manier hebben we ook drie meest urbane regio’s gekozen die qua sociaal-
economische kenmerken sterk op Zuid-Nederland lijken: Nordrhein-Westfalen, 
Vlaanderen en Lombardije. Samen vormen deze acht regio’s onze set van case-
studiegebieden. De vier intermediaire rurale regio’s ondervinden druk van aangrenzende 
stedelijke regio’s, die ruimte voor recreatie, natuur, huisvesting en dergelijke claimen, ter-
wijl de vier meest urbane regio’s te maken hebben met een hoge bevolkingsdruk en een 
toenemende intensivering van de landbouw, die de kwaliteit van milieu, water, natuur en 
landschap bedreigen. 
 
Vergelijkende analyse van de case-studies in de vier intermediaire rurale regio’s 
 
De prioriteiten van de plattelandsontwikkelingsplannen in alle vier intermediaire rurale 
regio’s zijn gelijk aan de prioriteiten die in Agenda 2000 worden genoemd: (1) versterking 
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van de landbouw- en bosbouwsector; (2) versterking van de concurrentiepositie van 
plattelandsgebieden; en (3) de instandhouding van het milieu en het landelijk erfgoed. De 
nadruk in de uitgaven in alle vier POP’s ligt op de prioriteit voor de instandhouding van 
het milieu en het landelijk erfgoed. In Wales, waar meer dan 90% van het budget voor deze 
prioriteit is uitgetrokken, kan dit als een topprioriteit worden aangemerkt. In Noord-
Nederland is 72% van het budget bestemd voor deze prioriteit, in Niedersachsen 51% en in 
Emilia Romagna 46%. Vooral in Niedersachsen en Emilia Romagna wordt ook een 
aanzienlijk deel van het budget aangewend voor de prioriteiten ‘versterking van de 
landbouw- en bosbouwsector’ en ‘versterking van de concurrentiepositie van 
plattelandsgebieden’. Onze analyse van de sociaal-economische situatie in de vier 
intermediaire rurale regio’s toont aan dat deze regio’s te maken hebben met 
milieuproblemen en met een achterblijvende concurrentiepositie van sommige delen van 
het platteland. Echter, gelet op de relatief goed ontwikkelde landbouwstructuur kunnen 
vraagtekens gezet worden bij het in de POP's aanwijzen van de versterking van de 
landbouw- en bosbouwsectoren als ontwikkelingsprioriteit. 
 Om de prioriteiten van het POP te realiseren, kunnen regio’s gebruik maken van een 
menu van 22 plattelandsontwikkelingsmaatregelen, die volgens EU-Verordening 1750/99 
zijn genummerd van (a) tot (v). Het blijkt dat er geen grote verschillen bestaan tussen de 
POP's in de vier intermediaire regio's waar het gaat om voorgenomen maatregelen om de 
landbouw- en bosbouwsector te versterken en de concurrentiepositie van de 
plattelandsgebieden te verbeteren. Er zijn echter wel duidelijke verschillen als het gaat om 
de prioriteit voor instandhouding van het milieu en het landelijk erfgoed. Wales en Emilia 
Romagna willen hiervoor vooral landbouwmilieumaatregelen (f) en compenserende 
betalingen in probleemgebieden (w.o. bergboerengebieden en gebieden met specifieke 
beperkingen op milieugebied) (e) inzetten. Hoewel Noord-Nederland en Niedersachsen 
deze maatregelen ook gebruiken, willen deze twee regio’s vooral ook gebruik maken van 
zogenaamde artikel 33-maatregelen om de prioriteit voor milieu en landelijk erfgoed te 
realiseren. In Noord-Nederland vormt herverkaveling (k) daarbij een belangrijk instrument, 
waarbij het vooral gaat om aankoop van landbouwgronden voor natuur- en 
recreatiedoeleinden, alsmede waterbeheer in de landbouw (q) en milieubehoud in 
samenhang met land- en bosbouw en landschapsbeheer (t). In het POP van Niedersachsen 
zijn kustbescherming door middel van dijkversterkingen en -verhogingen (u) en in mindere 
mate herverkaveling (k) de belangijkste maatregelen om de prioriteit voor de 
instandhouding van het milieu en landelijk erfgoed te realiseren.  
 
Vergelijkende analyse van de case-studies in de vier meest urbane regio’s 
 
De resultaten van de analyse van de plattelandsontwikkelingsplannen in de vier meest 
urbane regio’s wijken slechts weinig af van die in de intermediaire rurale regio’s. Alle vier 
meest urbane regio’s identificeren dezelfde prioriteiten in hun POP's, namelijk: (1) 
versterking van de landbouw- en bosbouwsector; (2) versterking van de concurrentiepositie 
van plattelandsgebieden; en (3) de instandhouding van het milieu en het landelijk erfgoed. 
Maar in tegenstelling tot de vier intermediaire rurale regio’s gaat in de meest urbane re-
gio’s het grootste deel van het budget niet altijd naar de prioriteit voor instandhouding van 
het milieu en het landelijk erfgoed. Alleen in Zuid-Nederland is dit met 70% van het bud-
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get wel de topprioriteit. In Nordrhein-Westfalen is iets meer dan de helft van het budget 
van het plattelandsontwikkelingsplan hiervoor gereserveerd, in Lombardije en Vlaanderen 
is dit respectievelijk 45% en 23%. In Vlaanderen is een aanzienlijk deel van het budget ge-
reserveerd voor de prioriteit 'versterking van de landbouw- en bosbouwsector'. Voor alle 
vier regio’s geldt dat het aandeel van de prioriteit 'versterking van de concurrentiepositie 
van plattelandsgebieden' in het totale budget bescheiden is, variërend van 0,1% in Vlaande-
ren tot 13% in Zuid-Nederland.  
 Om de prioriteit voor instandhouding van het milieu en het landelijk erfgoed te kun-
nen realiseren, willen de onderzochte meest urbane regio’s alle vier gebruik maken van 
maatregel (e) vergoedingen voor probleemgebieden en (f) landbouwmilieumaatregelen. In 
Zuid-Nederland, Nordrhein-Westfalen en Vlaanderen worden hiervoor ook een aantal arti-
kel 33-maatregelen ingezet. Zo hebben deze regio’s alle drie gekozen voor maatregel (t) 
gericht op milieubehoud in samenhang met land- en bosbouw en landschapsbeheer. In 
aanvulling daarop is met name in Zuid-Nederland en in Nordrhein-Westfalen herverkave-
ling (k) opgenomen als belangrijk instrument om de instandhouding van het milieu en het 
landelijk erfgoed te realiseren. Tenslotte valt in Zuid-Nederland ook het waterbeheer in de 
landbouw (q) onder deze prioriteit.  
 Ondanks de menubenadering van de Kaderverordening Plattelandsontwikkeling (EU-
Verordening 1257/99) zijn in elk van de POP's in onze case-studiegebieden veel verschil-
lende maatregelen naast elkaar opgenomen. Hoewel uit de analyse van de sociaal-
economische situatie in de case-studiegebieden naar voren komt dat versterking van de 
land- en bosbouwsector geen echt knelpunt vormt in de plattelandsontwikkeling, hebben 
alle case-studiegebieden wel maatregelen ingezet voor deze prioriteit. De opname van een 
breed scala aan maatregelen gericht op het realiseren van meerdere prioriteiten in platte-
landsontwikkelingsplannen brengt het risico van versnippering van financiële middelen 
met zich mee, waardoor het gevaar ontstaat dat aan de werkelijke behoeften van een gebied 
onvoldoende tegemoet kan worden gekomen. Om de maatregelen gerichter af te stemmen 
op de problemen in de regio, zou de menubenadering zo moeten worden gebruikt dat het 
bord niet overvol wordt geschept met allerlei verschillende hapjes, maar dat het alleen 
wordt gevuld met ingrediënten die aansluiten bij het regionaal benodigde dieet.  
 
Schets van toekomstige plattelandsontwikkelingsprioriteiten en -maatregelen in de EU  
 
In de Kaderverordening Plattelandsontwikkeling wordt niet aangegeven welke specifieke 
maatregelen moeten worden gebruikt om de drie plattelandsontwikkelingsprioriteiten te re-
aliseren. Uit de analyse van de plattelandsontwikkelingsplannen in de acht case-
studiegebieden komt naar voren dat de maatregelen (a) investeringen in landbouwbedrij-
ven, (h) bebossing van landbouwgronden en (i) overige bosbouwmaatregelen vooral 
worden ingezet om de prioriteit 'versterking van de landbouw- en bosbouwsector' te reali-
seren. De maatregelen (e) probleemgebieden en (f) landbouwmilieumaatregelen worden in 
alle case-studiegebieden ingezet om de plattelandsontwikkelingsprioriteit 'instandhouding 
van het milieu en het landelijke erfgoed' te bereiken. De maatregelen (m) tot (u) - alle on-
derdeel van artikel 33 (bevorderen van de geïntegreerde ontwikkeling van het platteland) 
van de Kaderverordening - worden voor meerdere prioriteiten tegelijk ingezet. Hieruit 
komt naar voren dat het niet altijd duidelijk is welke maatregelen een bijdrage leveren aan 
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het realiseren van welke prioriteiten. Bovendien blijkt dat de drie plattelandsontwikke-
lingsprioriteiten zo zijn geformuleerd dat ze elkaar niet volledig uitsluiten en dat er zelfs 
sprake is van enige overlap. Zo kunnen zowel de prioriteit 'versterking van de land- en 
bosbouwsector' als de prioriteit 'instandhouding van het milieu en het landelijk erfgoed' 
bijvoorbeeld ook bijdragen aan de realisatie van de prioritiet 'versterking van de 
concurrentiepositie van plattelandsgebieden'. Bij de beoordeling van de uitvoering en ef-
fecten van de tweede pijler van het gemeenschappelijk landbouwbeleid in de 
studiegebieden brengt dit de nodige ondoorzichtigheid met zich mee. Men kan zich afvra-
gen of die ondoorzichtigheid kan worden vermeden door een zodanige herformulering van 
ontwikkelingsprioriteiten en in te zetten maatregelen dat overlap zich niet langer voordoet. 
 Om te komen tot een herformulering van de plattelandsontwikkelingsprioriteiten is 
een schematisch overzicht opgesteld van de verschillende vragers en aanbieders binnen de 
plattelandseconomie (Fig. 1). De mix van producenten, producten en consumenten - zoals 
geïllustreerd in Figuur 1 - verschilt per regio in de EU. Vanuit dit overzicht van de platte-
landseconomie lijkt het nuttig de plattelandsontwikkelingsprioriteiten te koppelen aan de in 
Figuur 1 onderscheiden relaties tussen producenten en plattelandsproducten. We kunnen 
dan de volgende vijf elkaar uitsluitende plattelandsontwikkelingsprioriteiten definiëren: 
a. versterking van het duurzaam produceren van agrarische producten en 
bosbouwproducten (voedsel,veevoer en bosproducten); 
b. stimulering van de productie van landschap en natuur en solide milieumanagement 
door agrariërs;  
c. bevordering van agrotoerisme en andere niet-agrarische activiteiten op agrarische 
bedrijven; 
d. stimulering van de productie van landschap en natuur en solide milieumanagement 
door natuurbeheerorganisaties (inclusief de verbetering van de toestand van land-
schap en de natuur); 
e. aanmoediging van economische activiteiten van de industrie- en dienstensector in 
plattelandsgebieden; 
 
 Hierbij moet worden opgemerkt dat bovenstaande vijf ontwikkelingsprioriteiten niet 
nieuw zijn, maar eerder een herschikking vormen van de drie plattelandsontwikkelingspri-
oriteiten uit Agenda 2000. Dit betekent ook dat de plattelandsontwikkelingsprioriteiten 
tegelijkertijd betrekking hebben op zowel een sectorale functie als een territoriale functie, 
net zoals dat het geval is in het huidige beleid van de tweede pijler. De ontwikkelingsprio-
riteiten (a) t/m (c) zijn gerelateerd aan de agrarische sector, en kunnen als sectorbeleid 
worden gekenschetst. Het plattelandsontwikkelingsbeleid valt hier samen met het land-
bouwbeleid. Aan de andere kant is prioriteit (e) gerelateerd aan de industrie- en 
dienstensector. In dit geval kan plattelandsbeleid worden opgevat als territoriaal beleid. 
Prioriteit (d) voor stimulering van de productie van landschap en natuur en solide milieu-
management door natuurbeheerorganisaties kan zowel worden beschouwd als sectoraal 
beleid of als territoriaal beleid, afhankelijk of de natuurbeheerorganisaties onderdeel zijn 




Figuur 1 Vraag en aanbod in de plattelandseconomie  
 
 
Als volgende stap stellen we voor elk van de vijf plattelandsontwikkelingsprioriteiten een 
groep maatregelen voor, waarmee de prioriteiten kunnen worden gerealiseerd. Gemiddeld 
wijkt ons geheel van plattelandsontwikkelingsmaatregelen niet veel af van het huidige me-
nu van 22 maatregelen. Dat komt doordat we in onze analyse geen grote hiaten in het menu 
van maatregelen hebben geconstateerd. We stellen daarom voor om het huidige menu niet 
uit te breiden, met uitzondering van een nieuwe maatregel gericht op het verder versterken 
van kwaliteitsgaranties en certificatietrajecten, zodat kan worden ingespeeld op de voor-
stellen in de Mid-Term Review. Daarnaast stellen we voor om de huidige maatregelen (t) 
milieubehoud in samenhang met land- en bosbouw en landschapsbeheer en (u) herstel van 
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door een natuurramp beschadigd agrarisch productiepotentieel te schrappen, en de 
maatregelen (j) grondverbetering en (v) financiele instrumentering onder te brengen in an-
dere maatregelen. Tenslotte, om te voorkomen dat een maatregel kan bijdragen aan 
meerdere ontwikkelingsprioriteiten tegelijk, denken we dat het nuttig is om een aantal 
maatregelen te splitsen in meer specifieke maatregelen, die slechts een bijdrage leveren aan 
één ontwikkelingsprioriteit. De transparantie in de relaties tussen maatregelen en prioritei-
ten neemt daardoor toe. Een dergelijke splitsing wordt voorgesteld voor de huidige 
maatregelen (i) overige bosbouwmaatregelen, (k) herverkaveling en (q) waterbeheer in de 
landbouw.  
 
Naar een regionale differentiatie van het EU- plattelandsbeleid  
 
Om aan te kunnen sluiten bij de uiteenlopende sociaal-economische, ecologische en na-
tuurlijke omstandigheden in de EU regio’s is het in deze studie  voorgestelde menu aan 
maatregelen voor plattelandsontwikkeling nogal uitgebreid. De veelheid aan maatregelen 
betekent echter niet dat regio’s ook alle maatregelen in hun plattelandsontwikkelingsplan-
nen op moeten nemen. In tegendeel, we stellen juist voor dat regio’s alleen die maatregelen 
kiezen, die ook daadwerkelijk aansluiten bij hun plattelandsproblemen, zelfs al zou dit le i-
den tot plattelandsontwikkelingsplannen met slechts een of twee maatregelen. Zo'n 
benadering waarbij maatregelen worden geselecteerd afhankelijk van de problematiek in 
de regio zal resulteren in een grote variatie aan toegepaste maatregelen en kan als regionale 
differentiatie van het EU-plattelandsbeleid worden beschouwd. Een dergelijke benadering 
vereist een flexibele houding van de Europese Commissie inzake het verlenen van toe-








Rural development policy as second pillar of the CAP 
 
At present the European agricultural sector faces a number of challenges and realities, of 
which the most important are globalisation of world trade, consumer- led quality 
requirements and EU enlargement. In the Agenda 2000 reform of the Common 
Agricultural Policy (CAP), the shifts from price support to direct payments - already 
initiated in the 1992 reform - are deepened and extended. Together with these shifts in 
market and price policy, the European Commission launched a package of rural 
development policy measures (Regulation (EC) No. 1257/99), which were announced as 
the 'second pillar' of the CAP. This second pillar aims to support the multifunctional role of 
agriculture, to protect both the environment and the natural and cultural heritage, and to 
encourage new sources of income and employment in rural areas. Although the European 
Commission introduced the second pillar as 'the new rural development policy' (EC, 1999), 
in fact it merely is a repackaging of existing measures: the common agricultural structural 
policy, the accompanying measures of the Mac Sharry reform and the objective 5b policy 
measures. The 5b measures have been put together in the so-called article 33, targeted at 
promoting the adaptation and development of rural areas, which include land parcelling, 
development of key services in rural areas, renovation of villages and protection of 
heritage, promotion of tourism and craft activities etc. Despite the fact that the contents of 
the second pillar cannot be said to be new, the opposite applies for the way in which this 
package of rural development measures has to be planned and implemented. The 
Commission prescribes a 'menu approach', in which member states and/or regions are 
allowed to select those rural development measures which suit their needs best. This 
selection has to be reported in the so-called Rural Development Plan. In this way, 
oppurtunities for regional differentiation of rural development policy measures arises. 
 It appears that member states adopted the menu approach of the second pillar in 
different ways. For example, a number of member states (Denmark, Greece, France, 
Ireland, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Austria and Sweden) designed one Rural Development 
Plan (RDP) for the whole country, whereas Italy, Portugal and the UK made RDPs for 
regions. On the other hand, Belgium, Germany, Spain and Finland have put some rural 
development measures in a national RDP for the whole country, while they implement 
other rural development measures by means of regional RDPs. 
 
Further regional differentiation of rural development policy after 2006? 
 
Agenda 2000 forms the frame of reference of the Union's policies in the period from 2000-
2006. A mid-term review of policies is foreseen in the mid of this period and for the period 
after 2006 a new frame of reference will come in force, which will take both good and poor 
experiences with policies in the current programming period into account. It is not unlikely 
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that the budget for rural development policy (in the current programming period about 
10% of the CAP budget) will be raised in the period after 2006 and that the emphasis on 
regional differentiation of policies will be strengthened. In order to participate in the 
discussion about the future orientation of EU rural development policy, insight in strengths 
and weaknesses of current practices in regiona l differentiation is needed. In particular, 
given the wide range of regional circumstances in the (enlarged) EU, varying from remote 
rural areas to peri-urban fringes, from traditional agriculture to highly modernised 
agriculture, and the widely differing range of ecological conditions, it may appear that the 
current menu of rural development measures has to be broadened in order to offer 
sufficient alternatives to meet the specific regional needs. In this context, it is interesting to 
analyse the selection of rural development policy measures by groups of regions with more 
or less similar characteristics, to examine whether these suit their regional needs 
sufficiently, and what regions can learn from each other in this respect. The insights gained 
by such analyses may be used by policy makers as input for the discussion on the future 
rural development policies to be pursued by the Commission, possibly in a coalition with 
policy makers from other regions with the same interests. 
 
Objective of this study 
 
The objective of the present study is to make a comparative analysis of the socio-economic 
situation and the Rural Development Plans (RDPs) of eight regions in the EU: four 
intermediate rural regions (Northern Netherlands, Lower Saxony, Wales and Emilia 
Romagna) and four most urban regions (Southern Netherlands, North Rhine-Westphalia, 
Flanders and Lombardia). Together these eight regions form our set of case studies. The 
four intermediate rural regions have in common that they experience pressure of adjacent 
urban regions, which claim space for recreation, nature, housing etc., whereas the group of 
most urban regions are characterized by a high population density and increasing pressure 
from intensive agricultural production, which negatively affects the quality of 
environment, water, nature and landscape in these regions. For the analysis of the Rural 
Development Plans, we used the original Rural Development Plans which were approved 
by the Commission in 2000/2001. Adjustments to these original RDPs, which have been 
made in several cases, have not been taken into account. Based on the comparative analysis 
of the eight case study regions, recommendations for a future common rural development 
policy will be formulated suiting the specific needs of the different types of regions in the 
EU.  
 
Plan of this study 
 
The organization of this study is as follows. In Chapter 2 a general introduction of socio-
economic indicators in EU regions is given. Then, in Chapters 3-8, we focus on the case 
studies in the four intermediate regions. In Chapter 3, the selection of the four case studies 
in the intermediate rural regions is discussed and a comparative analysis of socio-economic 
indicators in the four case study regions is made. In this chapter, the methodological 
approach of the case studies is also explained. In Chapters 4-7, we report on the socio-
economic situation, RDP and other rural policies in the four case study regions. The focus 
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in the analysis of socio-economic situation is on six items: the function of the region,  
natural and cultural heritage, agriculture, other economic activities, tourism, and 
environmental and water concerns. In Chapter 8, a comparative analysis of the case studies 
in the four intermediate rural regions is made. As a next step, we turn to the case studies in 
the four most urban regions in Chapters 9-14. In Chapter 9, the selection of most urban 
regions for the case studies is discussed and a first indication of their socio-economic 
characteristics is given. In Chapters 10-14, we conduct the case studies in the four most 
urban regions in the same way as in the intermediate rural regions. Finally, in Chapter 15, 
recommendations for a regionally differentiated rural development policy in the EU are 
formulated. 
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In this chapter we analyse a number of socio-economic indicators in EU regions. For that 
purpose, we use a regional division of EU 15 into 108 regions. We have classified these 
regions according to population density into three groups: most rural regions, intermediate 
rural regions and most urban regions (see Annex). In order to take the differential socio-
economic situation in Western and Eastern Germany into account, we have split Germany 
into two 'countries': Western Germany and Eastern Germany. In this typology, Northern 
Netherlands is classified as an intermediate rural region, whereas the other three regions in 
the Netherlands (East, West and South) are classified as most urban regions (Table A2.1).  
 
The aim of the regional analysis of socio-economic indicators in this chapter is twofold: 
1. to identify regions, which have more or less the same socio-economic characteristics 
as the Northern Netherlands. Due to the position of the Northern Netherlands in the 
group of intermediate rural regions, such similar regions will also belong to this 
group; 
2. to identify regions, which have more or less the same socio-economic characteristics 
as the most urban regions in the Netherlands (East, West and South). Such similar 
regions will also belong to the group of the most urban regions. 
 
From these two sets of intermediate rural and most urban regions, we select the case study 
regions in this study.  
 The plan of this chapter is as follows. In Section 2.2-2.10 we discuss population den-
sity, population growth, employment growth, unemployment rates, GDP/inhabitant and 
GVA/agricultural worker, the share of agriculture in regional employment, farm size in 
hectares and ESU, the share of less favoured areas (LFA), and the share of part time and 
pluriactive farmers. In Section 2.11 we compose a list of regions which show some corre-
spondence with socio-economic characteristics in Northern Netherlands, followed by a list 
of regions with more or less similar socio-economic characteristics as in the eastern, south-
ern and western parts of the Netherlands in the last section. 
 
 
2.2 Population density 
 
From Table 2.1 it can easily be seen that the Netherlands has by far the highest population 
density in the EU15. When we consider the average population density in the group of in-
termediate rural regions, it appears that the density in those regions of Belgium, Western 
Germany, Italy and Luxembourg are close to the average population density in the Dutch 
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group. Belgium and France are countries whose average population density in the most ur-
ban regions is more or less at the same level as that in the Dutch most urban regions.  
 The population density in Northern Netherlands is 197 inhabitants/km2. A closer 
look at individual intermediate rural regions with an average population density in the 
range between 140 and 250 inhabitants/km2 shows that these are located in Austria, Be l-
gium, France, Eastern Germany, Western Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, Spain and the 
United Kingdom (Table A2.2). These regions form a first selection of regions with some 
similarity with the Northern Netherlands. 
 In order to find most urban regions with a similar high population density of that of 
the most urban regions in the Netherlands, we listed the regions in the highest quintile of 
population density (Table A2.3). It appears that the population density of these regions 
fluctuates between 280 and 6000 inhabitants/km2. The list includes regions from Belgium, 
Germany, France, Greece, Italy, Spain and the UK. 
 
 
Table 2.1 Population density in EU 15 regions, 1998 ( inhabitants/km2)   
 Most rural Intermediate rural Most urban National average   
Belgium - 198  503  334  
Denmark - 123  - 123  
Germany (West) - 174  400  260  
Germany (East) 83  141  410  161  
Greece 51  60  906  80  
Spain 23  62  242  78  
France 68  124  611  107  
Ireland - 53  - 53  
Italy 71  169  361  191  
Luxembourg  - 165  - 165  
Netherlands - 197  551  464  
Austria 68  109  - 96  
Portugal 27  151  - 107  
Finland 8  51  - 17  
Sweden 12  77  - 22  
United Kingdom - 133  419  243    
 '-' denotes that the group does not exist. 
Source: Own calculations based on Eurostat, Luxembourg. 
 
 
2.3 Population growth 
 
Apart from Luxembourg, whose population increased by over 1% p.a. during the last dec-
ade, and Eastern Germany, Spain, Italy and Portugal, which had an almost stable 
population, all EU countries experienced a population growth of about half a per cent per 
annum during the 1990s. In all countries, with the exception of Eastern Germany, the 
Netherlands, Portugal and the UK, population growth in the intermediate rural regions is at 
the same level or exceeds the national average. Apart from Greece and Germany, a corre-
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spondence in population growth between the national average and the most urban regions 
can also be observed in all countries. 
 
 
Table 2.2 Population growth in EU 15 regions, 1988-1998 (% p.a.)    
 Most rural Intermediate rural Most urban National average   
Belgium - 0.3  0.3  0.3  
Denmark - 0.3  - 0.3  
Germany (West) - 0.9  0.8  0.8  
Germany (East) -0.6  -1.0  1.1  0.0  
Greece 1.0  0.5  -0.1  0.5  
Spain -0.2  0.1  0.2  0.1  
France 0.3  0.6  0.4  0.4  
Ireland - 0.5  - 0.5  
Italy 0.0  0.0  0.1  0.0  
Luxembourg  - 1.3  - 1.3  
Netherlands - 0.3  0.7  0.6  
Austria 0.3  0.7  - 0.6  
Portugal -0.4  0.0  0.0  0.1  
Finland 0.1  0.6  - 0.4  
Sweden 0.0  0.7  - 0.4  
United Kingdom - 0.3  0.4  0.4    
Source: Own calculations based on Eurostat, Luxembourg. 
 
 
2.4 Employment growth 
 
During the 1990s, all EU 12 member states experienced a growth in total employment, the 
eastern part of Germany and Italy being the exceptions (Table 2.3). In Eastern Germany 
the poor employment development is due to the transition process; in Italy it is related to 
the relatively high decline in agricultural employment. In most countries, the decrease in 
employment in the agricultural sector occurs more or less at the same rate in most rural and 
intermediate rural regions, whereas the reduction in agricultural employment in the most 
urban regions is lowest. The Netherlands is the only country in which total employment 
growth in intermediate rural regions exceeded that in the most urban regions in the 1990s: 
2.3% versus 1.8% p.a. However, when we consider non-agricultural employment growth, 
intermediate rural regions in Western Germany, Spain, France, Italy and the Netherlands 




Table 2.3 Employment growth in the EU regions, 1989-1999 (% p.a.) a)    
  Agriculture Non-agriculture  Total   
Belgium Intermediate rural -2.9 1.0 0.9 
 Most urban -1.8 1.2 1.1 
 National average -2.2 1.2 1.1 
Denmark Intermediate rural -5.0 0.5 0.3 
 National average -5.0 0.5 0.3 
Germany (West) Intermediate rural -4.0 1.0 0.8 
 Most urban -1.5 0.9 0.8 
 National average -3.1 0.9 0.8 
Germany (East) b) Most rural -8.5 -1.1 -1.7 
 Intermediate rural -9.6 -2.0 -2.5 
 Most urban -5.4 -1.9 -2.0 
 National average -8.2 -1.7 -2.1 
Greece Most rural -3.6 1.9 0.0 
 Intermediate rural -2.9 1.5 0.2 
 Most urban -1.6 1.9 1.8 
 National average -3.2 1.8 0.7 
Spain Most rural -4.8 2.2 0.9 
 Intermediate rural -4.6 1.9 0.9 
 Most urban -3.5 1.8 1.6 
 National average -4.4 1.9 1.2 
France Most rural -4.3 1.1 0.6 
 Intermediate rural -4.6 0.6 0.4 
 Most urban -3.7 0.4 0.4 
 National average -4.3 0.7 0.5 
Ireland Intermediate rural -2.2 4.6 3.7 
 National average -2.2 4.6 3.7 
Italy Most rural -5.4 0.5 -0.2 
 Intermediate rural -5.2 0.4 -0.1 
 Most urban -5.4 0.2 0.0 
 National average -5.2 0.3 -0.1 
Luxembourg  Intermediate rural -5.2 1.5 1.3 
 National average -5.2 1.5 1.3 
Netherlands Intermediate rural -3.2 2.6 2.3 
 Most urban -1.9 1.9 1.8 
 National average  -2.1 2.0 1.8 
Austria c) Most rural -3.6 1.1 0.7 
 Intermediate rural -4.1 0.1 -0.2 
 National average -4.0 0.3 0.0 
Portugal Most rural -5.3 1.7 0.5 
 Intermediate rural -3.5 1.4 0.6 
 National average -3.7 1.4 0.6   
a) No data available for Finland, Sweden and the UK; b) Growth between 1991-99; c) Growth between  
1995-99. 




2.5 Unemployment rates 
 
The level of unemployment rates largely varies among EU countries due to country spe-
cific characteristics and differences in the phase of the economic cycle. For example, in 
1999 Spain and Eastern Germany, and to a lesser extent Greece, France, Italy and Finland, 
have high unemployment rates, whereas Luxembourg, the Netherlands and Austria have 
modest unemployment levels (Table 2.4). In some countries like Belgium, Spain, and the 
Netherlands, unemployment rates tend to be higher in most rural and intermediate rural re-
gions, whereas in other countries most urban regions have the highest unemployment rates.  
 
 
Table 2.4 Unemployment rates in EU 15 regions, 1999 (%)    
 Most rural Intermediate rural Most urban National average   
Belgium - 13 7 9 
Denmark - 6 - 6 
Germany (West) - 6 7 7 
Germany (East) 17 17 15 16 
Greece 10 12 13 12 
Spain 19 19 13 16 
France 11 12 12 11 
Ire land - 6 - 6 
Italy 16 12 12 12 
Luxembourg  - 2 - 2 
Netherlands - 5 3 3 
Austria 4 4 - 4 
Portugal 5 5 - 5 
Finland 14 10 - 11 
Sweden 8 7 - 8 
United Kingdom - 7 6 6   
Source: Own calculations based on Eurostat, Luxembourg. 
 
 
2.6 GDP per inhabitant and GVA per agricultural worker 
 
Within the EU the level of GDP per capita largely varies among member states: it is rela-
tively low in Greece, Spain and Portugal and relatively high in Denmark, Western 
Germany and Luxembourg (Table 2.5). With the exception of Greece, the highest income 
per capita is found in the most urban regions and the lowest in the most rural regions, with 
the intermediate rural regions sandwiched in between. This pattern of lower levels in most 
rural regions and higher levels in most urban regions does not apply to GVA/agricultural 
worker, except for France and Italy. In countries like Spain, Greece, Portugal, Finland and 
Sweden, GVA/agricultural worker in the group of most rural regions exceeds that in inter-
mediate rural regions, whereas in West and Eastern Germany, Spain and the Netherlands 
GVA/agricultural worker in intermediate rural regions is higher than that in most urban re-
gions. These differences in GVA/agricultural worker are related to differences in the 
agricultural structure between regions. With a few exceptions, GVA/agricultural worker is 
